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Abstract
4'

CEQ-The Advisor ratings from 400.of 763 class sections from the spring of.

1971 administration were divided into two grout's of 200, sections each. The

sections were separated into five. groups depending onithe proportion 0.stu-

dents taking the class as .a requirement. These proportions were.as follows:

more than 4/5 of the student enrollment was mandatory, 3/5 to 4/5 of student

a

enrollment was mandatory, etc.

Identical analyses were performed on each sample with identical results.

One-Way.analyses of variance (ANOVA) on each of the six, subacales of the COQ

yielI statistically significant differences among the mean ratings of the

five groups. Polynomial trend analyses subsequently showed that the linear ,

trend was significant (p) < .01) in each case. This reDuft implied that as the

proportion of students taking a class because of a requiremeni increases, the

rating, given to the course and instructor. decreases.

.1
Suggestions were made to caution instructors about interpreting GHQ res-

uits for classes which have high or low proportions of requirement enrolled

students. It was suggested also that further investigations be performed in

this area before the results presented here are regarded As conclusive evidence.
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WOULto THE PROPORTION 0F STUDENTS TAKING A

CLASS AS A REQUIREMENT AFFECT STUDENT RATING OF THE COURSE?

Gerald M. Gillmore and Dale C. Brandenburg

The perennial problem of determining the effectiveness of the college

instructor has been pondered over, particulsrly by those dirttly involved

in the'eduCational system. To have college instructors rated by their stu-

dente is not &universally accepted pro6edure among college staffs, instead
O.

it preeents an area of .controversy. Sources of objections to such pro-

cedure are manifold, especially from the faculty members who are probably *

worried about their possible rating and from administrators who are. concerned

about faculty morale.. Ryans (1954). discussed this attitude of college

instructors toward student ratings and listed reasons why instructors are
.

generally opposed to having their students rate them.

At the University of Illinois, Urbana-Champaign, one instrument used to

evaluate teaching effectiveness was the Illinois' Course Evaluation Question-

naire-The Advisor,(CEQ-The Advisor). In 1962 g committee from the Student

Senate agreed to investigate the quality of teaching onIthe campUs (Dillmin,

1970). From 1962 until 1968, several pnlla of student opinion of teacher

effectiveness were taken at the University. however, a complete overview

of 'student opinion could not be obtained for a number, of reasons. Finally,

in 1968, the Subcommittee on Course and TeaCher Evaluation of the Educational

Affairs Committee of the Student Senate, with the cooperation of the deans

and heads of departments of the :Colleges; decided to obtain an evaluation

Of teachers and courses by distributing questionnaires in the classroom.

Starting in the school year of 1968, students. rated their instructors and

courses by answering objective questions on,,computerized forms at the end

k



of, each semester. On the back of. the estionnad.re form they also responded'

to cpen-ended questions, 866 as: What are your general comments about the

instructor in this course,? For thorough details about the development of

"
The Advisor see Feldman's report (1970).

The questionnaire used for evaluating the courses offered in the spring

semester of 1972wwas called the CEQ-The Advisor. The CEQ instrument consists.

of 50 items which are divided'into six subscAlesi General Course Attitude,

Method of Iristruction, Course Content, Interest Attention, Instructor, and

'Specific Items (Alzamoni and 'Spencer,' 1973). The first through the fifth

subscales contain eight items each; the last subscale has ten items (see

Appendix A). This .nformation is shown in 'Table 1.

Table 1

Subscales of the.CEQ-The Advisor

Subscales _Number of Items

1. General Course AttitUde 8'

2. Method of Instruction 8

3. Course Conteate 8

4. Interest - Attention .8

5. 'Instructor

'6. Specific Items \

8

10

Total \ 50

. .

Students indicate their degreeof agreement or disagreement on each

item. Responses to the 50 questicnnAire'items are based on a four-point

scale of Strongly Agree (SA), Agree (A), Disagree (D), and Strongly Disagree

(SD). These alternatives receive the wello.t of 4, 3, 2, and 1, respectively,°
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for the positively-stated items and the reverse weighting for, the negItiVe ones.
,

tack item haSa predetermined-best answer which receives the highest, weigh".

It
The mean of each item 4s calculated by the arithmetic average of the.stedents'

responses.. Higher means on the CET-The Advisor indicate more.favorable atti-
,

tudeo.

The CEQ-The Advisor 4 voluntarily administered by the instructor to his

clasS. After the answer Meet's are scored the.results are returned to the

0

instructor who administered the' instrument. the purposes of the CEQ-The

Advisor are to provide the instructor with some insight into the manner 'in

which he and his course are perceived by hia students and thus suggest ways

to improve his course; to make publication of results available to the stu-

dents; to give.the students an opportunity to gain broader knowledge of course

material, methods, and objectives than is now available; and to enable the

administrators within each college to gain insight into the ovarall'effect-

iveness of its course offerings.

The purpose of this study was to determine whether student overall

-ratings of courses are affected by the proportion of the class taking it as a

requirement. In other words, does'the class with the majority, say 80%, of

students taking it as a requirement receive lower ratings than a,Class with

a smalle r percentage'of students taking AS a requirement? Other investi-

gations (Gage, 1961; Heilman and Arwentrout, 1936; Lovell and Haner, 1955)

have shown conflicting results. The null hypothesis to be tested was that

there is no signifiCant difference among the, ratings obtained when differing

proportions of students take a course as a requirement.
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Method

'BUbdeots

The 'data was obtained from instructors who voluntarilY.sdminiStered the

. .

CEQ-The Advisor ,to their classes in the spring semester'of 1971. Both under-

graduate an graduate level classes were used. The instrument was administered

during regular class or final examination Periods. In all classes, the clues.-

tionnaiie was given near enough to the end of'the semester so that students*

.

could estimate their current ptrformance in the course. A total of 763 class

sections w Fe available for study.

Variabt

This study used the six CEQ subscales as dependent variables. These are=

(1) General'Course Attitude, (2) Method of Instruction, (3) Course Content,

(4) Interest - Attention, (5) Instructor, and (6) Specific Items. The indepeni

dent variable, proportion of students taking a course as a requirement, was

formed by dividing available class results into five groups as follows:

Group,l was composed of the classes whichohad.802 of the students taking

the course as a requirement.

Group 2 was composed of the classes which had 60% to 79% of the students

taking the course at requirement.

Groups 3, 4, and 5 similarily consisted of 40% to 59%, 20% to 39%, and

less than 20% of the students taking the course as a requitement,.respec-

tively.

Data Analysis

In this study the total sample of 763 sections was randomly dividad into

two samples of 200 sections each'., The only restriction of selecting the data

was that the same course taught by the same instructor was not included in the

same :coup. The differences in, ratings were examined within each subscale.
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Means for each subscale of 'each group were computed. Orie-way'AHOVA was used

for investigating the difference in;ratings within each subeittle. The oyer-,

all strength of association betwedn the percentage of students taking courses

'48 a requirement arid the rating was estimated by the f011owing formula (Hays,

1963, p. 38k).: /v

est ca
2 SS between - (if . 1) MS within

I,.

SS total + MS within

where J inumber of grouPp.

.The polynomial regression technique' was'then applied in order to investi-

gate the trend of the relationship between dependent and independent variables

within each.sample.

Results

Generat.Couree Attitude

The means obtained from the ratings for the-five groups in both samples.

, are shown in Table 2. For Sample '1, the highest mean was 3.32 and the lowest
. .

;,. .

was 2.94; for Sample 2, the highest, mean was 3.37 and the lowest vas 2.93.

The classes which had less than 20% of the students taking the course as a

requirement received the highest r

L
ing, while the lowest rating was observed

,:foi the group which had mzre than % required-enrollment students. The res-

ults-in both samples were similar.

1It should be noted that the polynomial regression technique was applied
,in this case even'though there may have been a violation of one, of its
assumptions. That is, the abscissa had five points which do'noi neces-,
sarily constitute an interval scale. However, we are confident that the
measure an the abscissa (proportion of class) is at least monotonically
related te,the true proportion scale based on group means. Therefore,
ear analyses fOr.trend-are apProxiMate and the seriousness of the viola-
tion crnnot be regarded as a detriment to the results In general (Nunnelly,
1967, p. 25)'.
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Table 2

Means for Gendral Course Attitude

Group le 1 Sample 2 Say lle 1 Sa,,,le 2

1. 80-100%.reqUired 56 80 2.94, 2.93

2. 60-79% required, 27 35 ,3.11 3.04

3. 40-59% required. 2i 26 3.04 3.21

4. 20-39% required 4C 22. 3.24 3.2G

Less thag,40% required 42 3.32 1.37

One-way ANOVA was performed using the proportion of required-4rollment

studentiPas\the independent variab)e-and the obtained subscale ratings as the

O

dependent variable. The F-ratio was statistically significant with probabilit

of less than ,01 in both lamples (see Table 3 for ANOVA). The index of W2

showed that the in,ndent variable was estimated to account for only 12% of

the variance in the ratings for Sample 1, and 20% for Sample 2. Thus, knowing

a student's group membershig53oes not appreciably assist in predicting his

rating of the class. In both samples, the trend of the relationship between

the independent and dependent variables was linear. In other words, the linear

regression wapfitied to the data,--and it was found to be Statistically signi-

.

ficant at the .01 level. This result is shown in Table 3 and graphed in

Figure 1.



Table 3

One-way ANOVA includickthe,Tastlor Linear

Trend and Estimated w2 for General CoUrse'Attitude

' Source of Variation cif SS

Sample 1

MS

Between Groups 4 4.4922 1.1231 7.8858* 0.1210

Linear.Trend 1 4.0974 4.0974 28.7739*

, Residual

'Within"Groups

3

195

0.3948

27.7709

0.1316

0.1424

,

Total 199 32.2631

Sample 2

Between Groups 4 5.9354 1.4838 13,4182* 0.1990

Linear Trend 1 5.8580 5.8380 52.9656*

Residual 3 0t0774 0.0258

Within Groups 195 21.5639 0.1106

Total 199 27.4993

*p < .01

Method of Instruction
c;.,

The means'fOr the Method of Instruction subscale are given in Table 4. In.

both samples, the highest ratings were in the fifth group, i.e., less than 20%

of required- enrollment students, while'the,classes which had more than Q0% of

7;

required-enrollment students received the lowest ratings.

v.



t. FIGURE 1

LINEAR RELATIONSHIPS OF MEAN RATINGS
FOR GENERAL COURSE ATTITUDE
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'Table 4

Means for Method of Instruction

,
Group -_-"--....tLple2AararcaelsalN x ---

'e 2

1
, -

56. 80 2.69 2.72 :

2 27 35 2.87 2.86

3 27 26 2.78 2.90

4 48 22 2.86.2.95
.

5' 42' 37 2.98 ' 3.08

Total 200 200 2.85 2.85
--_--

The results of one-way ANOVA are shown in Table 5. The tests yielded

significant,'- ratios with probability less than .01 in both samples. However,

the proportion of required - enrollment students in class was estimated (via w2)

to account for about 6% of the variance for Sample 1 ratings and slightly

over 82 for Sample 2. The trend analysis showed that linear,regression was

fitted to the. data in both cases and the result was statistically significant

at .01 level as' shown in Table 4. An 'illustration of tWlihe-iett40-fOr ,

mean ratings is given in Figure 2.

Course Content,

The first group of students'gave,the lowest mean ratings for the Course

Content subacale, specifically, 2.78 and 2.70 for Sample 1 and.pample 2,

respeCtively. The classes which were compoSed of less than 20% of required-

enrollment students received the highest ratings as shown in Table 6. These

were 3.04 for Sample land 3.08 for Sample 2. In Sample 2, the class rating

Means increased as the proportion of the required-enr011ment students decrease&

A similar result can be noted in SaMple1 except for a reversal between Groups

2' and 3.,
O



Table 5

One-way A}OVA Including the Test for. Linear
. ,

'. Trend and Estimated w2 for Mellod of Instruction

Source of Variation df SS MS. w

Sample 1
...----- -.

Between Groups 4, 2:7600. 0.6900 4.0584* 0.056
Linear Trend 1 2.3515 2.3515 .13.8324*

Avidual 3 0%4085 0.1362

Within Groups 195 33.1527 0.1700

°Total 199 35.9127 .

Sample 2

Between Groups 4 3.5442 0.8860 5.6248* -.0:0847

Linear Trend 1 3.1377 3.1377 19.9219* r

Residual 3 :0.4065 0.1355

Within Groups , 195 30.7175 0.1575

Total 199 34.2617

*p < .01

Table 6

Means.for Course Content

\

Group
--Sil1e 1 Sampfe I Sample 1 Sample.11...........1

1 56 80 2.78 2.70

2 27 35 2.88 2.82

3 27 26. 2.86 2.95

4 48 22 3.00 3.03

5 42 37 3.04 3.08

Toth]. 200, 200 2.91 2.86



FIGURE 2

LINEAR. RELATIONSHIPS OF MEAN RATINGS
FOR METHOD OF INSTRUCTION
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The P-Otio from one-way AN6A,was significant at .01 level in, both samples

The estimated We for Samples 1 and 2 were .11 and .24, reapectivelY. The linear

trend was statistically significant at 1% level.The results of the above anal-

yselare presented in Table .7. Figure 3 shows the linear trenl for the mean

ratings of each group in with sample.

Table 7

,One-way ANOVA Including the Teat for Linear

Trend and Estimated w2 for Course Content

Source of 'Variation df SS 'is

Sample 1

----ww--
-...

..Between Groups 4 2,0965 0.5241 , 6.9197* 0.1063

Linear Trend 1 1.9577 1.9577 25.8613*

Residual 3 0.1388 0.0463
.

Within Groups
,ly

195 14.7701 0.0757
.

Total 199 16.8666 )

Sample ;

Between Groups . 4 4.5993 -'0.1150 16.6740* 0.2387

Linear Trend 1 4.4933. 4.4932 65.1188*

Residual 3 , '0.1051 0.0350

Within Groups 195 13.4469 0.0690
4 .

Total 199 180462

< .91
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Interest - Attention

As observed in the previotis analyses, the group which had lees than 20% of

the required-enrollment students in class gave the Vilest ratings for this sub-!

scale in both samples. The lowest ratings for the Interest r Attention subscale.

were in the firet'group and these were2.61 and 2.62 for Samples 1 an&2, respect-

ively. The- 'means for this itubscale are shown in Table 8.

Table p

Means for Interest - Attention

Group
N

Sample* 1 Sample 2

56 80

2 '27 35

27 26

4 48 .22

5 42 37

Total 200 200

Sample 1

2.61

2.82

2.75

2.99

3.02

2.84

11
Sample 2

2.629

2.75

2.94

2,99

3.11

2.82

According to the one-way ANOVA results, the,hypotheals of no effect of the

proportion of, the required-enrollment students in tis s 'on the ratings was

rejected at .01 level in both samples. Approximately 12% and 19% of the vari-

ance in ratings (estimated by 0) was accounted for by the'proportion of the

required-enrollment students in Samples 1 and 2, respectively. The result of

the trend analysis was significant at .01 level for a linear trend. Therefore,

the lihear regression was fitted to both data sets. The results of these

analyses are Oven in Table 9. Figure 4 illustrates the linear. trend for the

mean ratings of this variable "for each group in each sample.



Table 9

One-way ANOVA Including the Test for Lineat

Trend and Estimated w2 for Interest - Attention

Soutce of Variation df SS MS

15.

Sample 1

Between Groups

Linear Trend

Residual

Within GrouPs

Total

4

1

3'

195

199

5.5610

4.9641

0.5969

34.2381!

39.7991

1.3903

4.9641

0.1990

0.1756

7.9181*

28.2694*

0.1215

Sample .2

Between Groups 4 7.528 1.8825 12.9811* 0:1933

Linear Trend 1 7.3?14 \ *7.3914 50.9752*

Residual
_

3 O. 84 \

\
0.0461

Within Groups ,195 28. 780 x.0.1450

Total "10 35 8079.

*p< .01

Instructor

The means of instructor rating are presented in Table 10. The instructors

teaching classes which had more than BO% of the required-enrollment students

(Group. 1) received the lowest rating, i.e., 3.06 and 3.03 in Samples 1 and 2,

respectively. The instructors teaching the fourth group, i.e,, 20% -39% of

the required-enrollment students received the highest ratings in Sample 1 and

the ones teaching,less'than 20% of the required-enrollment students received

the highest ratings in Sample 2..



FIGURE 4

LINEAR °RELAT70NSHIP¢ oF MEAN
RATINGS FOR INTEREST- ATTENTION
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Table 10

Means for Instructor-

1
Group

11...1.0',..,

1

1 56 80 3.06 3.03

2 27 . 35 3.14 3.12

3 27 26 3.12 3.14

4 48 22 3.24 3.17
,

5 42 37 3.22 3.27

Total 200 200 . 3.16 -3.12.

The results of one-way ANOVA are given in Table 11. 'The F-ratio was signi-

ficant at .05 level for-Sample 1, and at .01 for Sample 2. The proiortion of

the required-enrollhent students in class was 'estimated by 0 to account for only

about 3% and 6i of the variance in the instructor ratings in Samples 1 and 2,

respectively. Only the linear regression was significant at .011evel in both

sets. The results are given in Table 11. Figure.5 shows the linear trend for

the mean, ratings of the instructor subecale.

Speciific Itame

For the. Specific Items subscale, the highest ratings were in the fifth

group, 2.98 and 3.02 in Samples 1 and 2, respectively. Again, thelirst

group gave the lowest ratings, 1,e.,,2.85 and 2.81 in Samples 1 and 2, respect-

The mean ratings increased as the proportion, of the'required-enrollment
('.

students:.decreased in Sample '2 and a similar result wyrnoted-for-Sample
. ,

except-for a reversal for Groups 2 and 3. The results are shown in Table X2.
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Table 11

One-way'ANOVA Including the Teat for Linear

TrendAnd Estimated w2 for Instructor

Source of Variation df as ars

Sample 1.

Between Groups 4 1.0120 0.2530 / 2.4472* 0.0281

Linear Trend 1 0.8341 0.8341 8.0667**

Residual 3 0:1779 00593

Within Groups 195 20.1585 0.1034

Total 199' . 21.1705

Sempld 2

Between Groups

Linear Trend

Residual

Within Groups

Total

4

1

3

195

.199

1.5433

1.4916

0.0517

17.6801

19.2236

0.3858

1.4916
,

0.0172

0.0907

4.2:44**

16.4454**

0.0611

*p <
**p

Table 12 .

Heani 'for Specific Items

Group
x

Sample Sample Sample 1 Sample

1 56 80 2.85 2.81

2 27 35 2.92 .2.89

3 27. 26 2.87

4 48 22 2.96 2.98

5 42 37 2.98 3.02

Total 200. 200 2.92 2.90,

ti
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Significant differences inratinga,werp found at the .05'level in Sample 1

and at the .01 level in. Sample 2. Approximately 3%, and slightly over 9% of the

variances (estimated by w2) in ratings were'accounted for by the 'percentage of

required-enrollMent students in "pies 1-and 2, respectively. In,both data

sets,,the'trend analysis was not significant beyond linear. Thresultart

analyses are presented in Table 13.' Figure 6 shows the linear trend for the

Mean ratings for'each'group within each sample.

Table 13

One-way ANOVA Including the Test'for Linear

Trend and Estimated 0 for Specific Items

Source of Variation SS

Sample 1

CO
2

Between Groups 4 0.6215 0.1554 2.5731* 0.0305

Linear Trend 1 0.5195 0.5195 8.6010**

Redidual 3 0.1020 0.0340

Within Groups 195 11.7747 0.0604

Total
, 199 12.3962

Sample -2 ,

Between Groups 4 1.4096 0.3524 6.1956** 0.0941

Linear Trend 1 1,3268 1.3268. 23.3181**

Residual 3 0.0828 0.0276

Within Groups 195 11.0914' 0.0569

Total 199 12.5610
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LINEAR RELATIONSHIPS OF MEAN
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Discussion and Conclusions

The results of the study clearly indicate that4nstruceors and courses get:.

different ratings using the CEQ-The'Advisor:depending upon the proportion of

students enrolled. in a class who take that class's:1i a requirement': In general,

it was found that the larger the Proportion of'students taking a, course as a

requirement, the lower the ratings given to,the course..

This'conclusion is justified for the following two reasons:

(1) The overall F-ratio for each of the six CEQ-The Advison subscales for

each of the two samples of class sections were statistically signifi-t

cant.

(2) The results of the trend analyses for each subscale and sample indicate

a statistically significant linear trend. In each caseit was deteridned

that the linear'regressionline fitted the data substantially better than
,\-

any higher-order regression line < .41 for linear; others not sigdifi!-

.cant).

Thus, it is concluded that the linear, standardized regression weight is different

from zero (here, positive) for each analys*,-

\ '
It can be observed from the tables of.m4ans'for each subscale.that there does

not appear to be substantial diffeienc4 between the highest and lowest means for

either_of the two samples. However, if these means are interpreted,in reference

.to the norms for any of the subscales, obvious and important decile differences

can be noted.' To illustrate this point Table 14 was.developed in reference to

the. subecale norms from the CEQ Manual (Aleamoni, 1972): for'totaI University, of

Illineis sections and the °mailer- of the two sample mean differences between



Table 14
4

Norm Decile Changes Corresponding to Group 1

and GroUp 5 Mean Differences
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Subscale
,

Means and-Difference. - Decile Chan:e
Grou. 1 Grou. 5 Diff. Grou. 1 Grou. 5

General Course Attitude

'Method of inetruction

Course Content

Interest - Attention

InstructOr

Specific Items

2.94

2.69

2.78

2:61

3.96

2.85
.

3.32

2.98

3.04

3.02
-

3.22

2.98

.38

.29.

.26'

'.41

.16

.13

,

,

3

.4.

'4

-3

4'

.4

,

7

.

5
f

7'

It is easy to eee flora Table 14 that Group 1 ratings are below the median

'-and Group'5 ratihgs are etror:Sinve,-the median for each subscaie,

This result has clear implications toward the interpretation of CEQ rat-

ingsjor classei which have high or lbw proportionSTof reqUired-enrollment

stlidents in a claes, However, we cannot confidently-conclude that required

courseerwill alWays receive low ratings simply because those course's are- "dull "'

from the student's poinit'of view. These results, on the other )and; do show

in general that instructors in these courses are penalized because of the

course's status.

Other variables that may influence these ratings should be investigate:

before separate norttablee or another similar method is uped.to equalize th
. ,

affect of.require&-enrollOOPt.' It is Also'necessArr:t0 rePlicate this study -' :

with data frot other, sepestera.. _These inVestigatiOn0:0404/4 be undertaken..

before the results presentedllere should be regarded as conclusive eVidence.
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I learn n.are when other teaching methods are used.

It was a waste of time.
Overall, the course was goad.

. The textbook was very good.
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The instructor seemed to be interested in students as persons.

More courses should be taught this way.
Th.. course he!d my interest.

I would have preferred another method of teaching in this course.

SAMPLE MARKS:

USE
PENCIL
ONLY

---RESPONSE CODE:

it was easy to remain attentive.

The .ii,.troctr did not synthesize, integrate or summarize effectively.
Not i 02-IA by taking this course.
The instructor encouraged the development of new viewpoints and appreciations.

The course material seemed worthwhile.

It was difficult to remain attentive.
Instructor did not review promptly and in such a way that students could understand their wenkr.esses,

Homework aSSigii,lent ,were -helpful in understanding the course.

There was not enough student participation for this type of course.
The.irstrL:ctor had a thorough knowledge of his subject matter.

Tile cante:it of the course was good.
The course increased my general knowledge.

The types of test questions used were good.

Held ray attention throughout the couLse.

The demands of the students were not coasiderec by the onstructor.

Uninteresting course.

It was a very, worthwhile course.

Some things were not explained veiy well.

The way in which this course was taught results in bettei student learning.

The course material was too difficult.

MARK S A IF YOLI STRONGLY AGREE
WITH EHE ITEM

MARK A IF YOU AGREE MODERATELY
W IIH THE ITEM

MARK 1) IF YOU LASAGREE MODERATELY
WITH THE ITEM .

MARK t I F YD..; STROVGLY DISAGREE
W ITH THE ITEM

'COMPLETE SECTIONS BELOW ACCORDING
TO YOUR INSTRUCTDR'S DIRECTIONS:

One of iny'hoorest courses.

Mateoi,a1 in the course was easy to follow.

Th.o instruct seemed to consider teaching as a chore or ioutine activity.

more outside reading is necessary.

Course material was poorly organized.

Course was not very helpful.

It was quite interesting.
I think that the course was taught quite well

I would prefer a different method of instr ction,

OPTIONAL
PART II

ITEMS 51.75

the Pace-of the course was too sloN.

At times I was confused.

Excellent-course content.

The examinations were too difficult.
Generally, the, course was well Organized,

Ideas and concepts were developed too rapidly.

The content of the course was too elementaly.

Some days I was not very interested in this course.

It was quite boring.

The instructor exhibited professional dignity and bearing in the classroom.

Another-method of instruction should have been employed.

Th OVISe was quite useful. .

wrould take another course that was taught this way.

OPTIONAL
CART III
ITEMS 76.100

FiLEASE FILL OUT THE OTHER SIDE

OPTICAL SCOt!ININO CORPOIVI tION,t



Official Evaluation 1' THE A.DVISOR
orm of Teacher-Course Evaluation Guide

Champaign-Urban- Campus University of Illinois

Please use this side of the form for your personal comments on teacher effectiveness and general course value- -then turn It over and
answer the objective questions on the other side, using pencil only. Remember --these questionnaires will be collected by a student
in your class and mailed b1 him to the Advisor staff. Your instructor will not see your completed evaluation.

COURSE CONTENT
Please give your comments on the aurse content, subject matter and any particular relevance this course has had td your area of stuk,

INSTRUCTORS_ Writa ihe name of yourPrinciple :risttlAol
Vitiat are Your general comments about the instructor in this 'course?

PAPERS AND HOMEWORK

Corment on the value of books, homework-ind paper if any) in this course,

EXAMS

Comment on the.exams,(quizzes, practicals) as to difficulty, fairneSs, etc.

GENERAL
1: What improvements in this course would you suggest?

T A,

2.. Please give your thoughtful evaluation of bhis.course with comments. Are you satisfied with what you got Out of this-course?
Do.you consider it a valuable educational expelience? Simply a means of passing a requirement? Or a AisappointMent?
Please comment.

PLEASE FILL'OUT'THE OTHER SIDE.

GCs 4R A V OrtIAL ScAvitiNc CoKPORATIolie ....


